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Abstract 
To analize  the attitudes of teachers with diversity in the classroom. Meeting the educational needs of students characterized by 
diversity, represents a challenge for education officials, among them, teachers are those who gain more prominence. It requires a 
transformation of mainstream education: should it not be accompanied by a change in training and a real change in 
attitude among teachers? Was there a change in attitude among teachers?  How do they deal with it? Does the organization of the 
centers is adequate to deal with diversity? What has been done by the administration to cope with change?  
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1. Introduction 
We begin with a historical review of the educational legislation which refers to the issue being researched, 
and thus, we find that the 1970 General Education Act presented for the first time the need to attend to students with 
special needs, and established special education as parallel to the normal or ordinary system.  Special Education 
(E.E.) is envisaged as education for children who differ from that which is considered “normal”.  Initially E.E. was 
based on the detection and assessment of the subjects through criteria and procedures of a medical nature, which 
sought to establish diagnostic “labels” to define them.  These “labels” were always based on the concept of 
deficiency as a causal, explanatory model which implied an educational assessment based on the negative (doesn’t 
know, cannot do, doesn’t manage...)  The educational aims were plainly segregationist.   
The National Plan for Special Education (1978) promotes a new form of thinking, feeling, and behaving 
with respect to the education of students with disabilities in that it utilized new principles which defined special 
education: normalization, integration, and sectorization.  The major boost for integration comes with the 334/1985 
Decree for the Regulation of Special Education and the Ministerial Order of March 20th of the same year, in which 
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special education and experimentation with academic integration were planned. Special education as an integral part 
of the educational system introduced principles that helped in the advancement of the sensitization of this 
educational reality.  The idea is not to diagnose the difficulties and prescribe a solution, but rather to analyze which 
pedagogical tools are required to progress according to needs and objectives. At the same time, it does not attempt to 
prepare a specialized teacher with exclusive responsibility for the education of these students, but rather to anticipate 
the necessary means and resources so that all individual and collective faculty may undertake the task of adapting 
the educational and curricular projects, and classroom programming.   
The  1990 Organic Act of General Organization of the Educational System (LOGSE) ratifies what was 
established by the previous decree and includes an important addition: it substitutes the term special education for 
special educational needs. In order to achieve the educational goals that this law proposes, both qualified staff and 
the necessary material should be made available. This Act, with its contributions, allowed a consolidation of the 
positions, programs, and initiated practices; it simultaneously led models of educational and psycho-pedagogical 
intervention and of school organization to be consistent with the idea of a form of teaching that is responsive to the 
diversity of the students. Moreover, this Act established a new phase: Obligatory Secondary Education (E.S.O.), 
with a comprehensive training which introduces mechanisms to diversify teaching with attention to individual 
differences.  The most evident consequence of this obligatoriness up to 16 years of age was the considerable 
increase in diversity in classrooms.  The methodology by which it was sustained was to place a very heterogenous 
group of students in the same classroom: different features unique to each adolescent, specific characteristics linked 
to personal aptitudes (giftedness, physical, mental, or psychological deficiencies), differences due to the social group 
of origin, ethnic minority and social class. 
We believe that the diversity of the students is, thus, a distinctive feature of education (Jimenez & Illán 
1997).  The question is: How should it be approached? How can we make the students have access to a educational 
development that is simultaneously streamlined and individualized? How can individual differences be addressed in 
order to achieve educational quality as a guarantee of the principle of fairness?  
This issue has not been resolved yet, and continues to be entrenched in controversy as evidenced by the 
previous government’s attempt at reform by enacting the 2002 Organic Ac for Quality in Education (LOCE), which 
was blocked by the following government, which in 2006 enacted the Organic Act on Education (LOE).  The LOE 
is currently being reformed by the new government (Draft of the Organic Act for the Improvement of Educational 
Quality, 2012). The LOE maintains the principle of comprehensiveness of the LOGSE and intends to create quality 
education for all students, to reconcile quality with fairness, and to create non-exclusionary education.  In the stage 
of Primary Education, it proposes to pay attention to diversity as a priority which should be continued in Secondary 
Education.  As a result of all this, the teachers confronts new and difficult educational demands, however, they must 
still maintain the same responsibilities without responding to a specific professional profile.  There are teachers with 
different qualifications, professional expectations, etc. and who are expected to fulfill difficult roles (Esteve, 1997). 
This will be the point around which I would like to center my study. Integration demanded a 
reconsideration of the role and training of teachers, as well as new professional demands and their relation with 
training derived from the new theoretical and practical approaches of the educational reform.  The idea of “total 
inclusion” does not mean that the students who were previously separated from ordinary education should simply 
follow the ordinary curriculum. It requires a transformation of the normal educational system (Ainscor, 2001).  In 
order for the changes in the educational system to become real, should they not be accompanied by a change in 
training and a true change in the attitude of teachers?  Has there been a change in the attitude of the teacher?  What 
do they think about diversity awareness?  What is their understanding of it?  How do they manage it in the 
classroom? Is the organization of the schools adequate in order to respond to diversity?  What has been done by the 
administration to confront the changes?  Were the proposals sufficient? 
2. Research Approach 
Owing to what has been said so far, to our worry about diversity, and above all to the situation of the students, 
teachers and families due to this issue,  we started an in-depth investigation/inquiry of this question.  Do the teachers 
of obligatory education have a positive attitude and sufficient training to respond to the existing diversity in the 
schools?  This is the question that has guided the objectives of our research: 
 
-To identify the knowledge and attitudes that public school teachers have regarding diversity awareness. 
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-To understand how diversity is managed in the classrooms and in the schools. 
-To identify whether there are differences in training between the different educational professionals on this topic. 
-To find out whether the organization and the resources that are available in the schools are considered sufficient to 
respond to diversity.   
-To find out the opinion of professionals about the teachers' approach to diversity. 
 
 
The present research has been made with an inquiry, and is of a descriptive nature (Cohen y Manion, 2002; 
Gento, 2004). It seeks to obtain relevant information regarding the aforementioned issue, without making any 
adjustments. For the design of the questionnaire we have had in mind various questions that concerned us: What  
knowledge do teachers have about key concepts as integration, special educational needs, diversity, disability, 
educational reinforcement, and curricular adaptations?  What happens in the classrooms and the schools?  Which 
resources do they have in order to respond to diversity?  Do they have sufficient training to respond to diversity?  
The classifications that we established for the indicated questions were: Conceptual category, Contextual category 
(Classrooms-School), Personal category (Teacher-tutor), and Training category. 
 The first version of the questionnaire thoroughly analyzed by ten professional teaching experts, all of 
whom had profound knowledge on the topic of diversity and of the method of inquiry, and were teachers and 
researchers from the University of Vigo, and counselors from the province of Pontevedra (N.W. Spain). After the 
assessment and suggestions, of these experts, the questionnaire underwent minor modifications,  as some issues had 
to be adapted to the new act of education, the length was reduced (some questions were removed), and some 
questions included sub-questions. Later, the sections were changed: the first (about concepts) was put in the third 
place, so not to give the impression of being an examination. Once the questionnaire was validated, it was tested on 
a small pilot group which had similar characteristics to those in the sample we were going to use. 
The questionnaire consists of 51 questions, the first six in relation to the identification of the characteristics 
of those surveyed.  And the following 45 questions are related to the issue indicated in our proposal.   
 There are two types of variables: 
● Variables of classification (identification) 
 Personal: sex, age: grouped in three parts  
 Academic training: BA, MA, both 
 Professional: Teachers of Primary Education (P.E.), Obligatory Secondary Education (OSE), or other 
specialists. Seniority in their position. 
 
We included a considerable number of variables, in order to find out if there is any relation between the 
opinions held and the different circumstances (of a personal, professional, or academic nature) defined in these 
variables.  However, in the current study we will not analyze them all, but we will rather select the most 
representative of them: the organization and educational stage to which they pertain, comparing the results of the 
groups from PE, OSE, and other specialists (Therapeutic Pedagogy,  and Speech and Hearing Therapy, and 
Counseling). 
 As the topic is broad, complex, and controversial, we developed variables which reflect different 
arguments, representative of a broad range of opinions.  The selection of these emerged from conversations with 
different types of teachers in obligatory education.   
Caregories: 
 
● Training: In this category we include questions about the initial training in diversity awareness, the 
assessment of lifelong training, the need of training, alternatives, etc. 
● Classroon-School  (contextual category):  The questions in this category intend to evaluate the attitudes 
towards inclusion, the resources with which they can address diversity. 
● Conceptural (conceptual category): How the students regard diversity, what implications it has, what 
knowledge they have of various means of addressing diversity.   
● Teacher-Tutor (personal category:) how they assess the role of the tutor, difficulties in implementing 
tutorial work, how the tutor should be involved with the students with special needs, which methods of 
addressing diversity are used, etc. 
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 The final sample for the study was composed of 200 teachers of primary and secondary education, and 
distributed in the aforementioned three groups. They came from different environments: rural, urban, and suburban. 
In order to carry out the analysis and to process the data from the survey we executed a quantitative analysis, using 
the SPSS, and a qualitative analysis of the open questions. In the first analysis, using the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences v. 20, we studied two types of results, one of all the group, and the other of the results from the 
established groups. We also performed a qualitative analysis of the open questions.  In the first place we collected 
the ratio of responses for each question from each one of the surveys.  Later, we put together a table with two 
entries, one with the numbering of the respondents, their identification of the group to which they pertain, and 
another for the response, in order to reach the end and extract the conclusions from each question at the level of the 
entire sample, and then to establish the differences (if there were any), by group.   
3. Conclusions Of The Research 
 We will try to answer each one of the objectives posed in this paper from the results of the established 
classifications in the survey. And thus we will attempt to respond to the question which is being researched.   
As regards to whether the teachers have sufficient “initial training” to respond to diversity, and to detect 
whether there are differences in training among them, we can conclude the following: 
● The vast majority of the sample in question thought they had little or no training related to respond to 
diversity. By group, secondary school teachers were thos who said to have less training about this topic, 
followed by group of primary school teachers and de resources specilists. 
● There seems to be not enough lifelong training either, since almost half of the sample feel that lifelong 
education helped them little or not at all.  This type of training is most valued by the specialists and least 
valued by the secondary teachers. 
● It is curious that despite not having had initial training and considering that  lifelong training does not help 
much, teachers feel that they have sufficient training in regards to the response to diversity. Primary school 
teachers  teachers and resource specialists were the groups that deemed themselves better prepared, while 
only half of the secondary education group felt they had sufficient training. 
● Half of the sample exhibits having had the need to take courses about diversity awareness, however 67% 
did not complete courses about this topic. Not everyone who needed training completed any.  The 
secondary education group is the one that think they have less training, however it is the group which feels 
it has less need to take courses.  On the other hand, the  specialists, who seem to have had more training, is 
the group who feel the greatest need to take courses.  This could be because these specialists are those who 
attend most to the students with educational needs. 
● An elevated number of primary and secondary teachers did not complete courses about any disability, 
compared with a majority of the specialists who completed courses about various disabilities. 
● Of the teachers who completed training courses on this topic, half did so because they were confronted with 
a new situation, but a significant number indicated that they did so as a means to be prepared.   
● Regarding lifelong training it is noteworthy that the majority of the sample have gone more than two years 
without completing a training course, and although they did not specify the reasons, they did not indicate 
having a busy schedule. 
● If the lifelong training had been conducted in the schools during school hours, attendance would be higher, 
and among the reasons given are that attendance is easier, avoiding travel, and because it would be a kind 
of training integrated into their work and adequate to their needs.   
● As for what to improve training about diversity awareness, secondary teachers agree that the training 
should be included in their pedagogical course (nowadays a postgraduate program), but it would have to be 
significantly modified. Primary school teachers pointed out that the training would above all have to be 
adapted to reality, connecting theory and practice. 
 
We can conclude that there are differences in the teachers' training about diversity awareness between the 
groups that were studied, and those who are better trained seem to be the specialists (but it is a training which 
reflects the “deficiency model”-López Melero, 2000; Arnaiz, 2003-), and although primary school teachers have a 
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little bit of training, it seems to be disconnected from reality and from practice. Secondary school teachers do not 
have initial training, and the lifelong training they receive is not sufficient, at least not the way it is focused. 
The training does not seem to have suffered any changes while the sociopolitical and cultural reality has, as 
much in the period of integration as now.  The administration, through the regulations, promotes an inclusive school, 
but this is not sufficient if there is not a real change in the training of teachers, in which, apart from teaching them 
strategies to address diversity, their attitudes about diversity could be modified.   
 As regards the manner in which diversity is deal with in classrooms and schools we can conclude that: 
·   Teachers think that they cannot look after the needs of all disabilities in the schools, because of a lack of training 
(this opinion is shared by all secondary teachers), a lack of resources and means, both human and material (an 
opinion mostly expressed by  primary school teachers). They all feel that there are disabilities which should be 
addressed by specialized professionals in specific schools.   
·   It seems that schools are not equipped with the necessary resources (half of the sample thought this way), and 
among the resources they consider lacking are (once again) training, and that there should be more specialists (they 
probably continue to feel that they are more responsible for those students who are different), and a lower ratio. 
     Although most teachers perceive inclusion as positive, they do not feel that it is positive in all cases, and feel that 
sometimes the student who is different becomes isolated; he is only integrated physically, and also might disrupt the 
“normal” dynamic of the class (This indicates to us that something is not being done well in order to include this 
student). 
·      They see diversity as beneficial for the class group, however, in a large percentage, all the groups feel that it 
negatively influences the academic level of the class. They think so because it is more difficult to deal with different 
levels at the same time in one group (an opinion mainly expressed by primary school teachers), because these 
students disrupt the work dynamic, slow down the rhythm, and lower the level of the group (this opinion was shared 
by most secondary school teachers). But although the level of understanding contents may be affected, they view 
diversity as enriching.   
Lack of training in strategies and methods that differ from the traditional ones may be conditioning teachers 
to manage diversity in classrooms and schools in such a way that no one ends up disadvantaged, but rather the 
opposite, that everyone is enriched by the diversity (Jiménez and Pujolás, 1995).   
As for the opinion of the professionals about the response to diversity and the knowledge that they have of 
it we can draw the following conclusions: 
    For teachers diversity refers to students with difficulties, and thus they associate diversity with the students that 
have psycho-pedagogical reports in a high percentage.  When asked if diversity referred to the entire student body, 
less than half of the secondary group thought so. 
·     Secondary school teachers thought students with special educational needs are those with disabilities or with 
high abilities.  However, most primary school teachers thought that all students could have educational needs. 
·      There is considerable agreement that diversity in the schools implied a new concept of school and that it should 
go further than integration. The majority thought there should be a change in teaching practices. (I would be 
interesting to find out what changed in the practices) 
  They do not seem to know much about the methods of responding to diversity.  As regards “educational 
reinforcement” (RE, this is how non significative curricular adaptations are called in Galician legislation), an 
elevated percentage of primary and secondary school teachers think that with it objectives, content and assessment 
criteria may be modified. They seem confused about how to design and implement “individual curricular 
adaptations”.   
Regarding how they perceive the organization and the resources they receive from the schools, they are considered 
sufficient to address diversity.  Analyzing the teacher-tutor dimension, we can draw the following conclusions: 
 
 
·    Secondary school teachers did not perceive the work of the tutor as inherent to the teaching job, however a vast 
majority of primary school teachers agree that teachers should be tutors. There are also differences among the 
groups about whether the work of a subject teacher should be different from the role of a teacher-tutor.  Those that 
feel it should be different attribute to the tutor duties of coordinating and mediating, while those that disagree argue 
that all staff members should collaborate equally, that they all should look after all the students. 
·      Primary school teachers did more frequent work as tutors than secondary school teachers, and the challenges 
encountered were different for both groups. For  secondary school teachers, the greatest challenge was the lack of 
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training, and the primary group needs both internal and external help, such as addressing the scarce collaboration 
with the family.  
 
 Thus, the results of this study confirm the conclusion of other studies (Arnaiz y Castejón, 2001; Jiménez y 
Pujolás, 1995, Jiménez e Illán, 1997; Balbás, 1994) regarding the lack of teacher training to face the challenges of 
diversity in schools, especially among teachers of secondary education, confirming once again that the Pedagogical 
Aptitude Course (CAP) does not compensate for the initial training needs of these staff members, and lifelong 
training must be reworked by the Administration in these aspects. 
 Similarly, the role of the resource specialist continues to be that of a teacher of integration: a special 
education specialist, instead of being viewed as an advisor (Parrilla, 1997b).   
 The organization of the schools does not seem to facilitate an appropriate response to diversity, and there is 
a lack of human and material resources. 
However, what is most notable is that even though in theory teachers perceive diversity as something 
positive, in practice they think it lowers the level of the general group, disrupts the class dynamic, etc.  This, if it can 
indeed be attributed to the lack of training for handling diversity, would have to be connected with other 
contributing factors, such as the organization of schools, the lack of leadership in headship teams, etc.   
If we do not recognize the right to a quality education for everyone, although there may be laws and 
educational norms that do so, the success of putting it into practice will be very difficult. Inclusion requires a change 
in educational politics, in the way win which schools work, and in our minds.   
4. Suggestions For Improvement 
To begin with, we have to point out that teachers through the questionnaires, made very interesting contributions to 
the research, reflecting their concern for the thematic proposed and making suggestions about the need to improve 
the response to diversity. Bearing those in mind, as well as the observations of our own work, we propose the 
following improvements:   
 
● Regarding primary school teacher training, it is necessary that in the change that the University is working 
on, a better connection between theory and practice can be achieved, abandoning the training of special 
education teachers and integrating diversity awareness training throughout the curriculum of all teachers.   
● Regarding the training of secondary school teachers, it is necessary to provide them with training as 
educators, substituting the former pedagogical aptitude course with  a full postgraduate course in which 
students may develop positive attitudes and commitments to an inclusive school. 
● In terms of lifelong professional training, it would be interesting to consider other possibilities such as on-
the-job training.  It should be implemented in schools and included in their schedule.   
● It is urgent to train teachers in measures and strategies necessary to deal with diversity, as well as ways to 
assess it implementation.  This will allow an advancement in the acceptance of diversity and in the 
recognition that it is an enriching element. 
● It is necessary to change the organization of schools, particularly secondary schools, where the departments 
do not allow members to have horizontal relationships and the schedules do not facilitate the execution of 
collaborative meetings, or of reflection and discussion among teachers of the same school. 
● The administration must collaborate not only about the establishment of measures to address diversity, but 
also endowing the schools with the human and material needs that would make that possible.   
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